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CO25-1 The Commission will decide if the proposed project is in the public 
convenience and necessity.  Also, the comments provided are largely in 
reference to the Okeechobee Power Plant being considered by FPL and the state 
of Florida.  The Okeechobee plant is not a delivery point for the SMP Project, 
but the EIS considers the potential cumulative impacts associated with the 
Okeechobee plant in section 3.14. 
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CO25-2 See response to comment FA2-27 and section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS.  We strongly 
disagree that operation of the proposed pipelines in karst areas represents a 
significant risk to public safety as indicated by the many miles of interstate 
natural gas transmission pipeline that have operated in karst regions of Georgia 
and Florida for decades without reported earth movement and considering that 
the pipelines would be able to span 50 to 140 feet unsupported without 
potentially compromising pipeline integrity.  Furthermore, the Applicants 
would implement project-specific plans to mitigate karst features encountered 
during construction and other measures to avoid and reduce the potential to 
initiate karst features in proximity to the project, and would monitor for and 
address subsidence during operation of the facilities, further reducing karst risk. 

For clarification, we note that the 1976 Allentown, Pennsylvania pipeline 
rupture involved a 4-inch-diameter, cast iron local distribution pipeline, not an 
interstate natural gas transmission pipeline of modern design constructed and 
maintained in accordance with current PHMSA safety standards. 
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CO25-3 See the response to comment FA2-27 and sections 3.1 and 3.3 of the EIS which 
explain that the detailed karst assessment for the SMP Project was informed by 
literature review, desk top analysis, consultation with state geologic officials, 
and detailed geotechnical and geophysical studies at HDDs and aboveground 
facilities in karst areas.  The EIS concludes that this assessment was adequate to 
characterize karst conditions and risk, and develop appropriate construction and 
mitigation plans in karst areas. 

The karst assessments for the SMP Project and the Atlantic Sunrise Project are, 
in fact, very similar as both involve literature review, desktop studies, and 
geotechnical/geophysical field investigations. Due to public concern for the 
SMP Project, we also consulted with the state geologic officials in Florida and 
Georgia to further understand karst conditions and risks in those states.  The 
two projects also utilized shallow geophysics to a different degree:  for Atlantic 
Sunrise, geophysical data was obtained along the entire proposed route in areas 
deemed as high karst risk; whereas for the SMP Project, geophysical data was 
only obtained where HDDs would encounter limestone bedrock, at proposed 
compressor stations in karst areas, and at karst features selected for more 
detailed study.  However, as noted in the Atlantic Sunrise study, the 
geophysical information obtained along the proposed route is not a karst risk 
assessment tool, but rather helps to plan for potential mitigation that may be 
required during construction.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS summarizes the 
measures that the SMP Project Applicants would implement to mitigate karst 
features, which are commonly utilized to address karst features in Georgia and 
Florida.  Appendix F includes the detailed karst mitigation plans prepared by 
the Applicants.  The EIS explains the basis for our conclusions that karst 
conditions have been sufficiently characterized and the potential for the SMP 
Project to initiate or be affected by damaging karst conditions has been 
adequately minimized. 
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CO25-4 See the responses to comments FA2-27 and CO25-2. 

CO25-5 Again, we disagree with the commentor’s opinion that the characterization of 
karst features and our analysis of potential impacts of the SMP Project on karst 
activity and related water resources was inadequate.  See response to comments 
CO25-2, CO25-3, and CO25-4, as well as pertinent sections of the EIS which 
address each of the concerns raised. 
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CO25-6 As explained in section 3.1.2.3, Sabal Trail would visually monitor the pipeline 
right-of-way for signs of karst activity and other subsidence and would conduct 
maintenance and internal inspections in accordance with DOT and PHMSA 
requirements.  Sabal Trail would implement measures to address karst features 
and would be responsible for project-related damage to nearby property.  
Importantly, section 3.1.2.3 explains that many miles of interstate natural gas 
transmission pipelines have operated in karst sensitive areas of Georgia and 
Florida for decades without incident. 
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CO25-7 See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions 
from coal and natural gas, as well as FERC's policy on conducting lifecycle 
analyses. 

CO25-8 As described in section 2.4 of the EIS, construction of most facilities would be 
completed within about 1 year.  Further, the EIS acknowledges that high 
precipitation events could occur during construction and that the potential for 
erosion and sedimentation would be minimized as described in response to 
comment CO25-7.  In addition, we note in section 2.5.1 that environmental 
inspectors would be responsible for ensuring that the contractors comply with 
their construction plans and would advise the chief construction inspector when 
conditions (such as wet weather) make it advisable to restrict construction 
activities. 
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CO25-9 We disagree and conclude that any water quality impacts would be localized, 
minor, and temporary for the reasons described in section 3.3.2.4 of the EIS.   

CO25-10 Section 3.3.2.4 acknowledges that the release of petroleum, oils, or lubricants 
during construction could impact water quality and copies of the Applicants’ 
measures to minimize the potential for spills and contain and clean up any that 
do occur are provided in Appendix I of the EIS and summarized in section 2.3. 

CO25-11 Section 3.3.3.1 of the EIS has been amended to acknowledge that water quality 
monitoring may be required as part of each State's NPDES permit for 
discharges of hydrostatic test water and trench dewatering activities.  We 
conclude that additional monitoring requirements are not warranted. 

CO25-12 Section 3.3.3.2 of the EIS acknowledges that water withdrawals could increase 
water temperatures, reduce dissolved oxygen, and entrain aquatic species, and 
describes the measures that would be implemented to minimize these impacts.  
In addition, Section 3.3.3.1 explains that each state regulates water use in part 
to ensure any uses are compatible with other existing uses, such as public water 
supplies.   

CO25-13 See response to comment CO25-11. 

CO25-14 Section 3.3.1.7 includes a detailed discussion of the Albany well field and 
explains that construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Mainline would not 
pose a significant risk to the well field or groundwater primarily because the 
pipeline would be installed in a shallow trench without the aid of blasting (the 
underlying deposits are unconsolidated) and would convey natural gas, not a 
liquid product.  The EIS also notes that the City of Albany elected to place the 
well field where two pipelines that are at least 30 years old converge, and that 
the existing pipelines are not identified as a potential concern in the City of 
Albany Wellhead Protection Plan.  Furthermore, none of the comments 
received from the City of Albany have expressed any issues with the well field 
due to the existing pipelines. 
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CO25-15 The EIS assesses the potential adverse impacts that could results from 
construction and operation of the pipeline facilities. 

CO25-16 As indicated in the first sentence of the guidance document referenced by the 
commentor, the document pertains to drilling fluids used in the construction of 
oil and gas wells, not the HDD drilling method commonly used to install 
pipelines beneath sensitive environmental resources.  Section 3.3.1.7 explains 
that, in addition to bentonite and water, Sabal Trail could use various additives 
during the HDD process.  Sabal Trail would review the potential list of 
additives for compliance with NSF Standard 60 and other applicable state and 
federal agencies, and would provide the final list of potential additives to the 
Commission prior to construction.  The HDD method is often favored by 
environmental resource agencies as a means to avoid or reduce impacts on 
sensitive resources including waterbodies, wetlands, and special species habitat. 
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CO25-17 In regard to wetland hydrology, see response to LA6-2.  All wetland impacts 
have been acknowledged in section 3.4.2.2 of the EIS and would be mitigated 
to less than significant levels.  In addition, we acknowledge that the USACE 
would require additional mitigation for unavoidable impacts and loss of 
wetland functions, and have recommended in sections 3.4.3 and 5.2 that the 
Applicant's file documentation of final wetland mitigation plans, and USACE 
approval of the plans, prior to construction. 
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CO25-18 Ambient air monitoring in the region do not show any exceedances of the NO2 
NAAQS.  As such, the use of a "significance" threshold was deemed reasonable 
in review and assessment of the commentor's modeling analysis. 

The noise levels used for assessing the noise impacts from the Sabal Trail 
compressor stations are based on noise surveys that measured noise at night and 
during the day.  These noise measurements are considered representative of 
existing noise levels.  It should also be noted that the FERC 55 dBA Ldn noise 
guideline applies to the noise attributable to the compressor station (regardless 
of existing noise levels). 
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CO25-19 See responses to comments CO6-7 and CO6-19. 

CO25-20 We disagree.  The data provided by the commenter presents the information for 
“All Reported” incidents.  Our analysis in section 3.13.2 discusses significant 
incidents, which PHMSA defines as those resulting in fatality or injury 
requiring in-patient hospitalization; or $50,000 or more in total costs, measured 
in 1984 dollars.  The data from PHMSA does not show that significant 
incidents are increasing in frequency. 
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CO25-21 The data presented in section 3.13 specifically refers to interstate natural gas 
transmission pipelines, which is the type proposed by the SMP Project.  The 
data does not include gas distribution or gas gathering pipelines, or other 
hazardous materials pipeline.  Regardless, the data presented in section 3.13.2 
accurately describes the potential impacts associated with the transportation of 
natural gas by pipeline, and the safety measures that are required by the DOT 
that would be implemented by the Applicants to reduce the potential for 
incidents.   
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CO25-22 See the response to comment CO17-3. 
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CO25-23 The "One-Call" system is not intended to represent the only means of 
protecting the pipeline from potential outside forces.  As discussed in section 
3.13, the DOT also requires operators to place pipeline markers at frequent 
intervals along the pipeline right-of-way.  The pipeline markers would identify 
the owner of the pipe and include a 24-hour telephone number.  Further, Sabal 
Trail would establish a continuing education program to enable customers, the 
public, and those engaged in excavation to recognize a pipeline emergency and 
report it to appropriate public officials. 
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CO25-24 Table 3.10.4-2, in fact, defines "high and adverse" impacts.  As described in 
section 3.10.6, our analysis of environmental justice impacts considered if 
impacts on human health or the environment (including social and economic 
aspects) would be disproportionately high and adverse for minority and low-
income populations and appreciably exceed impacts on the general population 
or other comparison group.   

The commentor’s statements regarding potential impacts on the pipeline as a 
result of placement within karst topography, and impacts on vegetation/land 
use, air quality, noise, and safety are acknowledged throughout the EIS in 
sections 3.1, 3.5, 3.9, 3.12, and 3.13.  Based on the criteria identified in table 
3.10.4-2 and discussed throughout the section, we determined that the project 
would not present a disproportionately high and adverse impact on 
environmental justice populations for various reasons, including avoidance, 
minimization and mitigation measures adopted by the Applicants or included in 
our recommendations for inclusion in any potential authorization that would 
reduce environmental impacts to less than significant.  
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CO25-25 We do not agree.  As stated in section 3.10.4 of the EIS, the methodology used 
followed EPA guidance.  The EIS analyzes whether impacts on these 
populations would be high and adverse, and disproportionately greater than the 
general population or other comparison group.   

The EIS does not deny that minority and low-impact populations would be 
affected by the project.  We determined that these impacts would be reduced to 
less than significant as a result of permitting regulations and requirements, the 
Applicants' proposed mitigation measures, and our recommended mitigation 
measures identified in the EIS.  The EIS correctly concludes that the project 
would not represent disproportionately high and adverse impacts on 
environmental justice populations because, in part, only negligible to moderate 
impacts are expected on air quality resulting from construction and operation of 
the project. 

Section 3.10.4 provides additional information. 
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CO25-26 Section 3.14 addresses cumulative impacts and explains the basis for regions of 
influence used to evaluate for potential cumulative impacts on each major 
resource.  Many impacts associated with a liner infrastructure project are, in 
fact, of limited extent and, thus, the potential for cumulative impacts to occur is 
also limited (e.g., soil disturbance is limited to the construction footprint).  We 
also note that HUC 12 sub-watersheds used to evaluate for potential cumulative 
impacts on water resources and other resource can extend for numerous square 
miles. 
 
Section 3.14 has been revised to explain that an agency is not required to 
engage in speculative analysis or to do the impractical, if not enough 
information is available to permit meaningful consideration.  Section 1.3 also 
explains why we do not consider impacts associated with natural gas 
production in our analysis. 
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CO25-27 See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions 
from coal and natural gas as well as FERC's policy on conducting lifecycle 
analyses. 
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CO25-28 The EIS discloses in sufficient detail the impacts associated with the proposed 
Duke Energy power plant, and explains why the additive impacts of the SMP 
Project would not be significant.   

Regarding the proposed Okeechobee power plant, in addition to correctly 
acknowledging that specific environmental impacts associated with the plant 
are not known at this time, the EIS also explains that the impacts associated 
with the plant and the FSC Project would not substantially overlap in time or 
location, which supports the conclusion in the EIS that the cumulative 
construction-related impacts of the projects would not be significant.  
Regarding operational impacts, the EIS correctly points out that the 
Okeechobee plant would be 60 miles from the Reunion Compressor Station, 
(the nearest compressor station associated with the SMP Project) and outside 
the region of influence we considered for cumulative impacts. 

Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations 
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3. 
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CO25-29 In re-characterizing our analysis of the impact of the SMP Project on forest 
resources, we note that the commentor considers the 1,668 acres of planted pine 
forest that would be affected as “several” acres, when, in fact, 1,668 acres 
represents 38 percent of the total forest affected by construction. 

We also clarify for the commentor that collocation of linear facilities does 
result in “incremental” impacts when compared to greenfield routing, as 
subsequent facilities often utilize previously disturbed land during construction, 
or limit the total amount of land needed for operation.  Table 3.9.1-1 indicates 
that the construction workspace for the SMP Project would overlap existing 
rights-of-way for 686 acres. 

 Furthermore, the EIS does not ignore the “important considerations” raised by 
the commentor but, as noted by the commentor, acknowledges and addresses 
the very points raised. For example, the EIS does not ignore the habitat value 
provided by planted pine forest, but correctly notes that this value is generally 
not as high as diverse native forest and because planted pine forests are 
routinely disturbed by harvesting. 

We also disagree with the commentor’s characterization of right-of-way 
maintenance practices as “notorious”.  The EIS explains that right-of-way 
maintenance is, in fact, critical to ensuring public safety by providing ready 
access for PHMSA requited inspection and by clearing marking the presence of 
the right-of-way to prevent encroachment.  Right-of-way maintenance would 
also ensure rapid access to the pipeline in the event of an emergency.  
Furthermore, we refer the commentor to sections 2.3, 2.5, and 2.6 of the EIS, 
and associated plans in appendices or incorporated by reference, which describe 
the detailed restoration measures and monitoring plans that would ensure that 
“replacement vegetation” in fact does succeed in the right-of-way. 

Lastly, we contend that the extent of a resource affected by an action is 
informative in evaluating the impact of the action and, thus, the potential 
cumulative impact of the action and other actions on the resource. 
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CO25-30 The EIS analyzes the potential cumulative impacts of the SMP Project with 
four other project classes because these classes vary in scale, timing, and nature 
of impact.  Section 3.14.4 discusses the combined cumulative impact of the 
SMP Project and all projects considered and explains why we conclude that the 
SMP Project would not significantly contribute to cumulative impacts in the 
region. 

CO25-31 Although the commentor may disagree, section 3.0 of the EIS fully discloses 
the effects of the SMP Project on all resources and clearly explains our 
conclusions that the majority of these impacts would be temporary.  The EIS 
also discloses the long-term and permanent impacts of the SMP Project, 
including on the resources referenced by the commentor.  Furthermore, the EIS 
details the measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate impacts on a resource by resource basis and provides the basis for our 
conclusion that the SMP Project would result in adverse impacts on the 
environment, but that these impacts would be less than significant. 
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CO25-32 See response to comments CO25-27, CO25-28, CO25-29, CO25-30, and 
CO25-31. 

  

CO25-32 



CO25 – Kiokee-Flint Group, Sierra Club, Flint Riverkeeper, Chattahoochee Riverkeeper (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-299 

 

CO25-33 Applicant proposed impact avoidance and minimization measures are described 
throughout the EIS.  The FERC staff’s recommended mitigation in section 5.2 
consists of impact avoidance and minimization measures staff has determined 
necessary to ensure that construction and operation of the SMP Project would 
not result in a significant impact on the environment.   

CO25-34 Sabal Trail and Transco have completed noise surveys and detailed noise 
analyses to assess the operational noise impacts from the proposed compressor 
stations and compressor station modifications.  Based on these analyses, the 
stations will not exceed the FERC 55 dBA Ldn noise guideline.  The noise 
analyses include specific noise mitigation measures for each source of noise.  
These noise mitigation measures include acoustically treated buildings, turbine 
exhaust mufflers, and turbine air intake silencers. 

Because the noise analyses demonstrate compliance with the FERC 55 dBA 
Ldn noise guideline, the current compressor station designs are believed to be 
sufficient to protect the public from operational noise.  However, the post-
construction noise surveys are a standard procedure that ensures the compressor 
station noise levels are consistent with the analysis already completed.  The 
timeframes for these post-construction noise surveys are consistent with other 
similar FERC projects. 

CO25-35 Section 1.1 details the Applicant’s stated purpose and need for the SMP Project 
and states throughout that the capacity of the project would be used to meet the 
electric generation loads of the two shippers, FPL and DEF.  

The EIS does not ignore renewable sources of energy or energy conservation, 
but rather concludes that these alternatives would not meet the purpose of the 
SMP Project, which is to transport price competitive natural gas from Alabama 
to Florida to help meet the growing demand for natural gas by the electric 
generation, distribution, and end use markets in Florida and the Southeast 
United States.  

To be clear, section 4.1 of the EIS does not state that selection of the No Action 
Alternative would force the SMP Project customers to seek other means to 
transport the natural gas capacity for which they have contracted.  Recognizing 
that a customer which has entered into a long-term contract for natural gas may 
seek another source of natural gas if its original source in unavailable is not 
evidence that the FERC is an advocate of the Applicant’s proposal. 
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CO25-36 We disagree that this is a double standard.  As noted in section 4.2.1.4, a 
compression-intensive alternative was dismissed in large part to a 114 percent 
increase in projected air emissions associated with the Transco project, but also 
due to associated increased noise emissions and reduced reliability.  As noted in 
Section 3.12.1.3, air emissions associated with the Albany Compressor Station 
would not exceed allowable standards, and therefore, would not be cause to 
deny use of compression at the location.  For additional discussion of the air 
quality impacts from the Albany Compressor Station, see response to comment 
CO25-18. 

CO25-37 We disagree that alternatives were not adequately considered.  We outline our 
evaluation criteria and process in section 4.0 of the EIS, which includes 
exercising our professional judgement and balancing a range of environmental 
impacts on the natural and human environment.  In addition, we include 
practical considerations related to costs, operations, risks, etc.  For example, we 
view the stated concerns expressed about impacts to water supplies without 
merit as natural gas would not contaminate water in the event of a release. 
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CO25-38 Merjent worked under our direction and we take full responsibility for the 
contents, analyses, and conclusions in the EIS.  

  

CO25-38 

CO25-37 
(cont’d) 



CO25 – Kiokee-Flint Group, Sierra Club, Flint Riverkeeper, Chattahoochee Riverkeeper (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO25-38 
(cont’d) 



CO25 – Kiokee-Flint Group, Sierra Club, Flint Riverkeeper, Chattahoochee Riverkeeper (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO25-38 
(cont’d) 



CO25 – Kiokee-Flint Group, Sierra Club, Flint Riverkeeper, Chattahoochee Riverkeeper (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO26 – Graham Companies 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO26-1 See the responses to comments CO25-1 through CO25-38. 
 

  

  

  

  

  

 CO26-1 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO27 – Davis Pickren Seydel and Sneed 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO27-1 See the responses to comments CO25-1 through CO25-38. 
 

  

  

  

  

  

CO27-1 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO28 – Graham Companies 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO28-1 See the responses to comments CO25-1 through CO25-38. 
 

  

  

  

  

  

CO28-1 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO29 – Nonami Oglethorpe LLC 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO29-1 See the responses to comments CO25-1 through CO25-38. 

CO29-2 The EIS addresses the general issues raised by the commentor.  As stated in 
section 3.3.1.7, Sabal Trail has committed to communicate with affected 
landowners regarding the location of springs on their property. 

As discussed in section 3.9, if an easement cannot be negotiated with a 
landowner and the project has been certificated by the FERC, the company may 
use the right of eminent domain granted to it under Section 7(h) of the NGA 
and the procedures set forth under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (Rule 
71A) to obtain the right-of-way and extra workspace areas.   

  

  

  

  

  CO29-1 

CO29-2 



CO29 – Nonami Oglethorpe LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO29-2, 
cont’d 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO30 – G.B.A. Associates LLC 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO30 – G.B.A. Associates LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
-312 

 

CO30-1 We have reviewed the information provided by G.B.A. Associates and disagree 
that the requested route variation is an improvement in terms of 
constructability. While this route variation would be more collocated with 
SONAT, the presumption that homes along the SONAT corridor could be 
acquired is speculative.  As explained in the EIS, we reaffirm that the SONAT 
Collocation Alternative does not offer a significant environmental advantage to 
the proposed route and that the route adjustment recommended by the FERC 
staff and adopted by Sabal Trail minimizes impacts on the G.B.A. Associates 
property by largely following property boundaries. 
 
As the federal agency responsible for the review of applications for interstate 
natural gas transmission facilities, the FERC provides the independent review 
of proposals and alternatives referenced by the commentor. 
 

  

  

  

  

  

CO30-1 



CO30 – G.B.A. Associates LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO30-1, 
cont’d 



CO30 – G.B.A. Associates LLC (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO31 – SE Environmental Geology 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO31 – SE Environmental Geology (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO31-1 See the response to comment FA2-27 and sections 3.1.2.3 and 3.3.1 of the EIS 
which adequately characterize geologic and hydrogeologic setting in the project 
area.  

CO31-2 As disclosed in section 3.3.1.6, the Falmouth/Cathedral cave is approximately 
150 feet below the ground surface at the proposed pipeline crossing.  The 
pipeline would be installed at a shallow depth and would not involve the use of 
the HDD method.  Construction of the pipeline would not be expected to 
impact the Falmouth/Cathedral cave system.  Sabal Trail would also report any 
karst mitigation measures that were implemented to the Commission in its 
regular construction status reports. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO31-1 

CO31-2 



CO31 – SE Environmental Geology (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO31-2, 
cont’d 



CO31 – SE Environmental Geology (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO31 – SE Environmental Geology (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO31 – SE Environmental Geology (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO31 – SE Environmental Geology (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO31 – SE Environmental Geology (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO32 – Lewis Longman and Walker 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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CO32-1 We reviewed the information provided by the commentor and FSC and 
conclude that the route variation proposed by the Griffins does not offer a 
significant environmental advantage over the route proposed by FSC, and do 
not recommend adoption of the route variation. 
 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO32-1 



CO32 – Lewis Longman and Walker (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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The attachments to this letter are available for view on the FERC’s eLibrary site using 
accession number 20151027-5045. 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO33 – Springs Protection Group 

Company and Organization Comments 
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CO33-1 Comment noted. 
 

  

  

  

  

  

CO33-1 



CO33 – Springs Protection Group (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

O
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cont’d 
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